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demands an immediate solution to facilitate the movement of traffic, and construction of a light
rail line would require several years to accomplish.

At this time, the El Dorado County Transportation Commission has commenced a study of U.S.
50 improvements between El Dorado Hills and Camino, and the Folsom-El Dorado Joint Powers
Agency is sponsoring a study of light-rail extensions between Folsom and Shingle Springs.

3.0 Relevant Environmental Issues

This chapter discusses the project setting and the existing conditions of the various resources that
may be affected by or that may affect the proposed project alternatives.

3.1 Land Uses and Zoning

 Urban land uses in El Dorado County are concentrated generally in the project area at El Dorado
Hills, Bass Lake and Cameron Park. The predominant land uses in the project area are medium
and high-density residential, commercial, light industrial, and grazing land. The current
combined number of housing units in these communities is approximately 15,244. Given an
adequate water supply, development in these areas is expected to increase significantly the
number of housing units to over 55,198 by year 2022.  In nearby Placerville, housing units are
expected to grow from 8,925 in year 1997 to 13,983 in year 2022. The abundance of undeveloped
land offering one acre and larger home sites near the Sacramento job market makes this area
attractive for bedroom community development. The proposed development from El Dorado
Hills to east of Placerville would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts to U.S. 50.

The El Dorado County Planning Department estimates that the primary changes in development
patterns in this area will occur as large tracts of undeveloped land are converted to urban land
uses.  Such changes will occur, for example, in the planned communities located within the El
Dorado Hills and Bass Lake Road areas.  Within these communities urban/suburban
development patterns will intensify and expand.

The core area around the intersection of El Dorado Hills Boulevard and U.S. 50 is planned to be
the future hub of economic development in western El Dorado County.  Existing land uses in this
area include golf courses, fire station, schools, commercial and several residential subdivisions
north of the El Dorado Hills Interchange.  A commercial center is located to the east of El
Dorado Hills Boulevard between Park Drive and U.S. 50.  South of the El Dorado Hills
Interchange, construction has begun on two other planned commercial developments.  A business
park is located south of White Rock Road between Latrobe Road and the County line.  Currently,
it has reached 15 percent buildout.

3.1.1 Jobs-Housing Balance in the Study Area

Compared to El Dorado County as a whole, the study area shows population, housing and
employment more than doubling from 1997 to 2022 (Table 8).  Sacramento County shows a
fairly stable jobs/housing balance from 1997 through 2022.  However, El Dorado County as a
whole and the study area in particular show a widening gap between jobs and housing units.  In
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the study area, the disparity between jobs and housing grows from 1,985 in 1997 to 7,247 in
2022.  While job growth is increasing in western El Dorado County, a major percentage of the
population is still expected to be employed in Sacramento County, placing an extra burden on the
existing freeway system in El Dorado County.

Table 8.  Population, Employment and Housing Growth
for El Dorado County and Project Area (1997 and 2022)

County/Community 1997 2022 Percent Change
El Dorado County*
   Population 112,917 217,204 92.4%
   Employment 27,845 58,241 109.2%
   Housing 47,310 88,385 86.8%
Study Area**
   Population 49,514 121,946 146.3%
   Employment 17,005 38,498 126.4%
   Housing 18,990 45,745 140.9%
Sacramento County
   Population 1,139,504 1,646,283 44.5%
   Employment 501,859 766,182 52.7%
   Housing 452,961 655,427 44.7%
Source:  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 1999.

*Excludes the Tahoe Basin portion of the County.
**The “Study Area” combines data from Regional Analysis Districts: El Dorado Hills, Cameron Park-Shingle
Springs, and Placerville.

3.2 Air Quality

The proposed project is located in El Dorado County, which lies within the Mountain Counties
Air Basin.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), pursuant to the National Ambient
Air Quality Standard, has designated El Dorado County as an “attainment” area (the area has
attained the air quality standard) for carbon monoxide (CO) and PM-10 (particulate matter 10
microns or less in diameter).  EPA also has designated the County a “severe non-attainment” area
(the area has not attained the air quality standard) for ozone.  Under the California Ambient Air
Quality Standards (CAAQS), El Dorado County is currently designated as in “attainment” for
CO and “non-attainment” for both Ozone and PM10.

3.3 Noise

A Type I project is defined by 23 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations), Section 772 as “a
proposed Federal or Federal-aid highway project for the construction of a highway on a new
location, or the physical alteration of an existing highway which significantly changes either the
horizontal or vertical alignment, or increases the number of through-traffic lanes.”  FHWA has
clarified their interpretation in the following excerpts from the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise
Analysis and Abatement – Policy and Guidance (June 1995): “…a Type I project is any project
that has the potential to increase noise levels at adjacent receivers.  Such a project specifically
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creates a totally new noise source, or increases the volume or speed of traffic or moves the traffic
closer to the receivers…”  The addition of an interchange/ramp/auxiliary lane/truck-climbing
lane, etc. to an existing highway is considered to be a Type I project.

This project meets the definition of a Type 1 project.  For Type 1 projects, traffic noise must be
analyzed for all alternatives under consideration and traffic noise impacts identified.  If noise
impacts are identified, noise abatement must be considered when reasonable and feasible.

Traffic noise impacts are identified when one or more of the following occur: 1) a substantial
noise increase; or 2) the Noise Abatement criteria is approached or exceeded:

1) Substantial Noise Increase: A noise increase is substantial when the predicted noise
exceeds existing noise levels by 12 dBA, Leq(h).

2) Noise Abatement Criteria approached or exceeded: A traffic noise impact will also occur
when the predicted noise level(s) approach (within 1 dBA) or exceed the Noise
Abatement Criteria (Table 9).  The Noise Abatement Criteria for residences is 67 dBA,
Leq(h).

Table 9.  Activity Categories and Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)

Activity
Category

NAC, Hourly A-
Weighted Noise

Level, dBA Leq(h)
Description of Activities

A 57
Exterior

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need and
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

B 67
Exterior

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sport
areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools,
churches, libraries, and hospitals.

C 72
Exterior

Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in
Categories A or B above.

D -- Undeveloped lands.

E
52

Interior
Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms,
schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

The noise environment in the project area is dominated by noise from traffic traveling on U.S.
50.  Sound walls and berms have been constructed at the newer subdivisions west of Cambridge
Road to reduce noise from the highway.  However, older subdivisions north and west of
Cameron Park Drive along Country Club Drive are directly adjacent to U.S. 50 and do not have
intervening sound walls.
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Table 10  summarizes the noise modeling results for existing conditions.  The measurement and
modeling results indicate that existing worst-hour traffic-noise levels behind the existing sound
walls and berms are typically less than 67 dB-Leq(h).  At residences adjacent to the highway
where there are no sound walls, existing sound levels are in the range of 61 dB-Leq(h) to 69 dB-
Leq(h).  (Appendix A shows measurement locations for existing noise.)

Table 10. Summary of Existing Traffic Noise Levels

Receiver Location
Type of

Development

Activity Category Noise
Abatement Criterion

(dB-Leq[h])

Existing Worst-Noise-Hour
Noise Level
(dB-Leq[h])

8 residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 62

9 residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 68

10 residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 68

11 residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 66

12 residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 61

13 residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 69

A residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 65

B residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 69

C residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 69

D residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 69

E residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 69

F public land fire station C (72 dB) 63
G residential

subdivision
residence B (67 dB) 63

H residential
subdivision

residence B (67 dB) 69

3.4 Hazardous Materials

 A hazardous waste evaluation consisting of an Initial Site Assessment (ISA) included a field
inspection and hazardous waste records searches.  The ISA concluded that no hazardous waste is
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expected to be encountered within the project limits.  However, three fuel stations in the vicinity
are known to have ground and surface water contamination.
 
 Table 11. Existing Listed Hazardous Waste Sites

 Address  Type of Site
 Exxon, 4051 Cameron Park Drive,
Shingle Springs

 Groundwater contamination – gasoline,
 CRWQCB* active case

 Shell, 3405 Coach Lane, Shingle
Springs

 Groundwater contamination – gasoline,
 CRWQCB active case

 ARCO, 3969 Cameron Park Drive,
Shingle Springs

 Groundwater contamination – gasoline,
 CRWQCB active case

 *CRWQCB - California Regional Water Quality Control Board
 
 The California geologic map shows ultramafic rock, which may contain asbestos-bearing
serpentine rock, in the vicinity of the project.  However, Caltrans geologists conducted site visits
to these areas and from their observations, concluded that asbestos-bearing serpentine rock does
not occur in the site vicinity.

In addition to a Hazardous Waste Evaluation, and as part of the Clean Air Act, and the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), Caltrans had a site investigation
performed for asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint at each bridge location.
The laboratory analyses found ACM in the following structures: the Latrobe Road
Undercrossing, Clarksville Road Undercrossing, Bass Lake Road Undercrossing and Cameron
Park Undercrossing.

The potential for hazardous waste may exist in the form of Aerially Deposited Lead (ADL).
Also, the yellow traffic stripe in the existing portion of the roadway may contain heavy metals
such as lead and chromium, which may exceed hazardous waste thresholds established by the
California Code of Regulations (CCR) and may produce toxic fumes when heated.

3.5 Biological Resources

The project area is at the base of the Sierra Nevada foothills.  The dominant vegetation types are
non-native grassland, interspersed with oak woodland.  The eastern portion of the project area is
dominated by chaparral vegetation.  The non-native grassland is composed of typical species
such as wild oat (Avena sp.), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft chess (B. hordeaceous), as
well, as non-native forbs such as yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis).  The oak woodland
areas are composed of black oak (Quercus kellogii), Valley oak (Q. lobata), and interior live oak
(Q. wislizenii).  The chaparral vegetation composed of manzanita (Arctostaphylos viscida),
chamise (Adentstoma fasciculata), buck brush (Ceanothus sp.), as well as, several of the rare
species including Stebbin’s morning glory (Calystegia stebbinsii), Pine Hill ceanothus
(Ceanothus roderickii), El Dorado bedstraw (Galium californicum ssp.sierrae), Layne’s ragwort
(Senecio layneae), and El Dorado County mule ears (Wyethia reticulata).
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3.5.1  Sensitive Plants and Animals

SENSITIVE PLANTS. The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) was consulted for
sensitive plant species that occur or potentially occur in the project's geographic area.  Seven
sensitive plant species are known to occur in the project area on ultramafic, gabbroic, or
serpentine soils (Table 11).  During field surveys, five of these species were observed within the
project area.

Table 12. Sensitive Plants that Occur or Potentially Occur in the Project Area
Common Name Scientific Name Federal/State/CNPS

Status
*Stebbin’s morning glory Calystegia stebbinsii E/E/1B
*Pine Hill ceanothus Ceanothus roderickii E/R/1B
Red Hills soaproot Chlorogalum grandiflorum SC/--/1B
Pine Hill flannelbush Fremontodendron decumbens E/R/1B
*El Dorado bedstraw Galium californicum ssp.sierrae E/R/1B
*Layne’s ragwort Senecio layneae T/R/1B
*El Dorado County mule ears Wyethia reticulata SC/--/1B

* = observed within project area
E = listed as endangered under the federal and California Endangered Species Acts.
T = listed as threatened under the federal and California Endangered Species Acts.
R = rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act
1B = rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere

SENSITIVE ANIMALS.  The CNDDB was consulted also for sensitive animal species that have the
potential to occur in the project vicinity.  Nineteen birds, two bats, two mammals, four
amphibians, one reptile, and three invertebrate animal species were identified by searching the
CNDDB and the list generated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the project area. Those
with moderate to high potential for occurrence are discussed below.

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus), a federally threatened
species, is associated with elderberry shrubs throughout the Central Valley.  Several elderberry
shrubs occur within the project area.  Each shrub was mapped and inspected for evidence of the
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle.  No evidence was observed.

Sacramento splittail (Pogonichtys macrolepidotus), a federally threatened species, is associated
with slow moving river sections and dead end sloughs.  The drainages within the project area are
within the watershed of the Cosumnes River.  Because the Cosumnes is connected to the
Sacramento River, the drainages potentially provide suitable habitat for the spittail.  However, no
work is proposed in any of the creeks or drainages.

Western spadefoot (Scaphiopus hammondii), a federal species of concern and a State species of
special concern, occur within shallow streams with riffles, as well as, seasonal wetlands.  The
creeks and drainages within the project area provide suitable habitat for the spadefoot.  However,
no work is proposed in any of the creeks or drainages.
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California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), a federally threatened species and State
species of concern, and the foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii), a federal and State species
of concern, are known to occur in aquatic areas in the foothills.  There are no known occurrences
within five miles of the project area.  U.S. 50 crosses several drainages that provide suitable
habitat for the frogs.  However, no work is proposed in any of the creeks or drainages.

Northwestern pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata marmorata), a federal species of concern and a
State species of special concern, occupies ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation canals
with muddy or rocky bottoms and with watercress, cattails, water lilies, or other aquatic
vegetation in woodlands, grasslands, and open forests. The creeks and drainages within the
project area provide suitable habitat for the turtle.  However, no work is proposed in any of the
creeks or drainages.

Giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas), a federal and State threatened species, occupies sloughs,
canals, and other small waterways.  The creeks and drainages within the project area provide
suitable habitat for the snake.  However, no work is proposed in any of the creeks or drainages.

White faced ibis (Plegadis chihi), a federal species of concern and a State species of special
concern, occupies freshwater marshes with tules, cattails, and rushes.  The creeks and drainages
within the project area provide suitable habitat for the ibis.  However, no work is proposed in any
of the creeks or drainages.

Long-eared Owl (Asio otus), a State species of special concern, nests in abandoned crow, hawk,
or magpie nests, within dense riparian stands.  The creeks and drainages within the project area
potentially provide nesting habitat for the owl.  However, no work is proposed in any of the
creeks or drainages.

Purple Martin (Progne subis), a State species of special concern, nests within oaks, cottonwoods,
and other deciduous trees. Also nests in vertical drainage holes under elevated freeways and
highway bridges.  Suitable habitat occurs near Bass Lake Road and at bridges.  No nests were
observed at highway bridges.

Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri), a State species of special concern, nests in
riparian areas and chaparral.  Suitable habitat occurs near creeks and drainages and within the
chaparral near Cameron Park.  However, no work within these areas is proposed.

Tricolored blackbirds (Agelaius tricolor), a federal species of concern and a State species of
special concern, nest colonially in the vicinity of fresh water and marshy areas.  Colonies prefer
heavy growths of cattails and tules, and will utilize blackberry thickets, as well.  The thick
growths of cattails in the drainage just east of El Dorado Hills Boulevard potentially provide
suitable nesting habitat.  Tricolored blackbirds were not observed during field surveys.

3.6  Historic and Cultural Resources

The foothill location of the project area was attractive historically not only as a transportation
corridor, but for mining activities and agricultural pursuits.  The Placerville Road, a main
thoroughfare that connected Sacramento and Placerville, provided access to opportunities for
settlement, businesses, and mining.  Clarksville, established along Carson Creek, and the
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Mormon Tavern provided early way stations along the Placerville Road and flourished through
the 1850s and 1860s as a service center for travelers.

Mining began early throughout the project vicinity, but was not large-scale.  Carson and Deer
Creeks and the Shingle Springs mining district were placer mined in the late 1840s through the
1850s.  Larger mining concerns occurred within the Shingle Springs mining district, and several
mines, including the Gray Mine and the Pyramid Mine, were successful.  Mining was conducted
not only for gold but also for silver, copper, and marble.  During the late 1800s and early 1900s,
mining activities lapsed for the most part in the project vicinity.  However, by the 1930s, several
dragline dredge concerns were present on Deer Creek, the lower reaches of Carson Creek, and at
Shingle Springs.

By the early 1870s, the project vicinity supported road systems, homesteads, and ranches.  Many
of the ranches were primarily dairy operations, although poultry, small amounts of grain, and
subsistence crops also were raised.  Many of the area ranchers transferred herds to higher
mountain pastures during the summer to exploit the richer forage, returning the herds to the
foothills for the winter season.  This pattern of seasonal grazing continues to occur within the
project vicinity (Fernandez and Fryman 1999; El Dorado County 1895, 1922; Peak & Associates
1987a; Rood 1992).

In addition to the Placerville Road, which was a branch of the Carson Emigrant Trail established
in 1849, the Mormon Hill Toll Road and the Tong Toll Road contributed to the economy and
regional settlement in the project vicinity.

The Sacramento Valley Railroad was extended from Folsom to Shingle Springs in 1865,
providing freight a more expedient mode of transportation than the Placerville Road.  Because of
the concomitant decrease in traffic along the Placerville Road, business to the way stations and
hotels along the road was drastically reduced.  However, in the early 1900s, with the expanding
population in the foothill region, traffic increased between Sacramento and Placerville.  Road
clubs, such as the Placerville and Sacramento Pioneer Road Club, lobbied for wider and less
circuitous routes.

State Route 11 was the first paved route through the project vicinity.  In 1940, a new section of
the route, then renamed U.S. Highway 50, was opened.  Until 1955, the remainder of the section
of U.S. Highway 50 (State Route 11) continued along the 1917 route.  In October 1955, the five-
mile section between 2.4 miles east of Clarksville to Shingle Springs was realigned and widened
and was opened to public traffic.

The project Area of Potential Effects (APE) was subject to pedestrian survey by two
archaeologists on February 27 and 28, 2000.  A literature and records search was made of the
proposed project area prior to conducting the field inventory.  The record search also included an
examination of files at the California Historical Resources Information System maintained at the
Northeastern Information Center, California State University, Sacramento.  Six prehistoric sites,
48 historic sites and/or isolated resources, and seven multi-component historic/prehistoric sites
were identified within a 0.8 km (0.5 m) radius of the project area.  The prehistoric sites consist
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primarily of bedrock mortar sites, a few of which have associated midden.  The historic resources
consist of dry-laid rock wall remnants, historic road segments, mining-related shafts, tailings,
prospects, and ditches, ranch/homestead remains, and historic cemeteries.  The multi-component
sites comprise prehistoric bedrock mortar features associated with historic debris, cemeteries,
mining features, and/or homestead remains.  These results are indicative of the sensitive nature of
the project area for cultural resources.

Letters were sent to the Native American Heritage Commission, numerous local Native
American representatives, the El Dorado County Pioneer Cemeteries Commission, the El Dorado
County Historical Museum, the El Dorado County Historical Society, and the El Dorado County
Planning Department in order to solicit information about cultural resources located within the
project APE.  Responses were received from the El Dorado County Historical Society and the
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria.  Neither indicated any concerns
with historic or Native American issues.  The El Dorado County Pioneer Cemeteries
Commission provided detailed information concerning historical resources within and adjacent to
the project APE.

3.7  Scenic Resources/Visual Impacts

The project area is located along the western margin of the Sierra Nevada foothills at an elevation
ranging from 200 m to 350 m (656 ft to 1,148 ft) above mean sea level.  Most of the median and
right-of-way along U.S. 50 in the vicinity of the project area is highly modified and disturbed,
and is either barren of vegetation or is dominated by weedy, disturbance-tolerant species.

3.8  Environmental Issues Eliminated from Further Impact Evaluation

Farmland: Because this project proposes to add lanes within the median of the existing
roadway, it will not impact farmland or Williamson Act Contract land.

Geology and Soils: Based on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, the project area
does not present any hazards with regard to earthquake fault rupture. In addition, no known
surface rupture has been observed in recent years.  Hence, the project would have little to no
exposure for people or structures to potential adverse effects resulting from earthquake fault
rupture.  Caltrans’ Preliminary Geotechnical investigation concluded that the project area is
capable of supporting the proposed project.

Floodplain:  The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map
for Sacramento County indicates that the proposed project is within Zone X, a designation for
areas that lie outside the 500-year floodplain.  District Flooding Records show no recorded
instances of flooding within the limits of the proposed project.  Therefore, the project would have
no effect upon the base flood elevation.

 Community Impact: The proposed widening within the median of an existing roadway would
not physically divide an established community, nor would it impact any minority,
disadvantaged, or low-income community.
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Public Services and Utilities: The project is not expected to require relocation of any buried
telephone and aerial electric utilities.  However, if utilities were encountered, they would be
relocated in conformance with the procedures outlined in the “Manual on High and Low Risk
Underground Facilities Within Highway Rights of Way.”  Project engineers would coordinate
with utility companies to minimize any interruption of service.  El Dorado County or utility and
service companies would notify affected properties in advance of any service disruption.
Caltrans would coordinate with El Dorado Irrigation District regarding any water and wastewater
infrastructure located within the project area.

 No impacts to public services would occur as a result of the project.  Improved traffic flow on
U.S. 50 should improve response times for fire protection, emergency, and law enforcement
services.  Pre-construction contacts with service agencies would notify them of construction
schedules, and a Traffic Management Plan would minimize potential delays during construction.
 
4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

The following technical studies were prepared to assist in the environmental evaluation of the
proposed project.

• Natural Environmental Study Report • Preliminary Geotechnical Report
• Traffic Operations Study  Report • Preliminary Drainage Report
• Noise Study Report • Hazardous Waste Evaluation
• Community Impact Assessment • Visual Impact Assessment
• Air Quality Analysis Report • Historic Property Survey Report and Finding of Effect

These studies are available for review at:
Caltrans District 3, Office of Environmental Management
2800 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95833
Attention:  Nancy MacKenzie (916) 274-5809
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5.  ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

One of the basic purposes of CEQA is to inform state, regional and local governmental decision
makers and the public of impacts of proposed activities, and in particular, those impacts that are
either significant or potentially significant.

Determining and documenting whether an activity may have a significant effect on the
environment plays a critical role in the CEQA process.  The following CEQA Environmental
Significance Checklist is a device that was used to identify and evaluate any potential impacts
from the proposed activity on physical, biological, social and economic resources.  This checklist
is not a NEPA requirement.

Differences do exist in the way impacts are addressed in CEQA environmental documents as
compared to NEPA environmental documents.  While CEQA requires that environmental
documents state a determination of significant or potentially significant impacts, as has been
done in the following CEQA checklist, NEPA does not.  It can be seen that having to address
significant or potentially significant impacts in joint CEQA and NEPA environmental documents
can be confusing especially in those instances where the two laws and implementing regulations
have different thresholds of significance.

Under NEPA, the degree to which a resource is impacted is only used to determine whether a
NEPA Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or some lower level of NEPA documentation
would be required.  Under NEPA, once the federal agency has determined the magnitude of the
project’s impacts and the level of environmental documentation required, it is the magnitude of
the impact that is evaluated in the environmental document and no judgment of its degree of
significance is deemed important in the document text.  For the purpose of the impact discussion
in this document, determination of significant or potentially significant impacts is made only in
the context of CEQA.  Although not explicitly identified in this document, impacts in the context
of NEPA can be assumed to be minimal or non-existent.

The following checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be
affected by the proposed project.  In many cases, background studies performed in connection
with the projects indicate no impacts.  A NO IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this
determination.  Responses to the checklist questions are included in Section VI following the
checklist.  The words "significant" and "significance" used throughout the following checklist
are related to CEQA, not NEPA, thresholds.

Less Than
 Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant     With Significant     No
   Impact  Mitigation    Impact  Impact

I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but

X

X
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not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared
by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality management
or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS –
Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or off-site?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

XI. NOISE – Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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X
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b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:

a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new
or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

X

X
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Parks?

Other public facilities?

XIV. RECREATION –

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio
on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS –
Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

X

X

X
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b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE –

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

X

X

X
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6.0 DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

This Initial Study/Environmental Assessment evaluates the environmental issues that could
affect the planning, scheduling, design, and cost of the proposed median widening on U.S. 50
from El Dorado Hills Boulevard to South Shingle Road in El Dorado County.  The following
discussion responds to each question in the Environmental Significance checklist.

I. AESTHETICS.  Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

No. U.S. 50 is a major east/west corridor connecting the cities of Sacramento and South Lake
Tahoe.  The route becomes an increasingly significant visual corridor as it traverses eastward
toward Lake Tahoe. The proposed project would not alter the visual corridor considerably,
particularly since its location is at the more urbanized western edge of El Dorado County.  Two
lanes of traffic and shoulders would be added in the median, rather than on the outside, so the
project would not result in a larger “footprint” that might impact the scenic vista of roadway
users or sensitive receptors adjacent to the roadway.  With the addition of two lanes and
shoulders, some earthen median would remain to provide visual separation between eastbound
and westbound traffic.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No. This portion of U.S. 50 is not a designated State Scenic Highway.  The proposed lane
additions would be placed within the existing right of way and highway median.  No scenic
resources, rock outcrops or historic buildings would be removed.  Any exposed rock
outcroppings are a result of the previous highway excavations.  No significant natural rock
outcroppings are seen within the project limits.  See response to IV(b) regarding tree removal
and replacement and Section 9, Summary of Mitigation Measures.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

The proposed lane additions within the existing earthen median would not substantially degrade
the visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The visual character of the
highway would remain and some of the earthen median would be preserved.

The noise study report for this project has determined that noise abatement (sound walls) is
reasonable and feasible on the north side of U.S. 50, beginning at an area east of Cambridge
Road and ending west of Cameron Park Drive (Appendix A). Preliminary information on the
physical characteristics of potential soundwalls (e.g., physical location, length, and height) is
provided in Section XI. Noise, below.  Soundwalls would separate adjacent homes visually from
the highway.  Views of the highway from homes on higher elevations would be limited since the
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distances are far and trees provide a buffer.  Any visual impacts of soundwalls for the roadway
user would be reduced by incorporating visual enhancements and grafitti prevention, such as
landscaping.  The final design of soundwalls (if included) would be based on final project
design.  Refer to Section XI. Noise, below, for further information.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

No. The highway alignment includes both horizontal and vertical curves as it traverses the
rolling topography that is typical of the area.  Although the highway is at grade near the El
Dorado Hills Boulevard Interchange, it is lower for the most part than the surrounding lands, and
homes are situated generally on higher hillsides away from the highway.  Furthermore, the
proposed project is intended to relieve peak-hour traffic; nighttime traffic would not be expected
to increase as a result of the project.  If soundwalls are constructed, appropriate materials and
landscaping would minimize potential glare.

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland) as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No farmland would be impacted by the proposed project.  The project would construct new lanes
entirely within the existing median except for a three-foot sliver in the vicinity of the eastbound
Bass Lake Grade.  All construction is within Caltrans right of way.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

The proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or impact lands in Williamson Act

contract.

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

The project would not directly involve other changes in the existing environment that would
convert farmland to non-agricultural use.  However, the project could indirectly result in
converting farmland to non-agricultural use.  The land adjacent to the project area is zoned for
residential and commercial use.  Despite the planned development of the study area, an argument
could be made that the proposed project would remove a barrier to build-out of approved
developments along the corridor.  Such a scenario is speculative, and further, build-out of
residential and commercial zoned areas adjacent to the project would be consistent with County
goals.  Therefore, this possible indirect effect by the proposed project would not be considered
an impact.
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III. AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

No.  Before adopting the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP), the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG) performed a quantitative analysis to determine if implementation of the projects
included in these documents would result in violations of the ozone air quality standard.  Based
on their analysis, SACOG concluded that implementing those projects, included in the MTP and
MTIP, would not result in a violation of the ozone standard.  The proposed project is a
component of the set of projects included in the MTP and MTIP and conforms to the State
Implementation Plan for regional air quality.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

No.  A project-level impact analysis was performed to predict the carbon monoxide (CO)
concentration at the sensitive receptor locations for both Build and No-Build scenarios for years
2002, 2015, and 2025.  Under peak traffic volume and worst-case meteorological conditions, the
predicted project CO contribution, when combined with the background CO level, does not
exceed the Federal and State ambient CO standards at the receptors.  Thus, the proposed project
would have insignificant local air quality impacts.  The predicted maximum CO concentrations,
in parts per million (ppm), for years 2002 and 2025, and the Federal and State ambient CO
standards are listed in Table 13.

Table 13.  Predicted Maximum CO Concentrations

2002 2025 CO Standards
HOV Mixed

Use
No
Build

HOV Mixed
Use

No
Build

State Federal

1-HR 6.0 6.5 4.8 3.2 4.0 2.8 20 35
8-HR 4.2 4.6 3.4 2.2 2.8 2.0 9.0 9.0

The proposed project would result in the generation of short-term construction-related air
pollutant emissions.  Exhaust emissions from construction equipment would contain reactive
organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), CO, and PM10.  However, the largest percentage of
pollutants would be windblown dust (also referred to as fugitive dust or PM10) generated during
excavation, grading and hauling activities.  Dust and odors could annoy nearby businesses,
residents and traveling public.  However, these impacts would be temporary and transitory.  The
provisions of Caltrans Standard Specifications, Section 7-1.01F, “Air Pollution Control” and
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Section 10, “Dust Control” require the contractor to comply with El Dorado County Air
Pollution Control District and other local jurisdiction rules, regulations, ordinances and statutes,
and should effectively reduce and control temporary construction related emission impacts.

Also, see response to III(a) above.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

The proposed project could contribute to cumulative air quality impacts during its construction.
Foreseeable future development and transportation improvement projects in the project vicinity,
if constructed concurrently, would result in an increase in exhaust, dust, and other miscellaneous
short-term emissions associated with construction activity.  However, compliance with Caltrans
Standard Specifications (Response to III(b) above) would reduce short-term air quality impacts
to less-than-significant levels.  Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative
short-term emissions would be minor since the project is implementing its fair share of
mitigation measures designed to reduce cumulative impacts.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

No.  See response to III(a) and (b) above.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

No.  See response to III(a) and (b) above.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

The proposed project would not adversely affect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or identified by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Several elderberry shrubs occur within the project area along the shoulder of the highway.
Elderberry shrubs are the primary host plant of the federally threatened Valley elderberry
longhorn beetle.  Because the widening in areas adjacent to the elderberry shrubs is to the inside
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median, there will be no effect on the Valley elderberry longhorn beetle.  The Caltrans project
biologist contacted the USFWS, which agreed that the project would have no effect on the
species as long as the elderberry shrubs are noted as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs)
with a 6.09 m (20 ft) setback around each shrub.

Construction of a soundwall may require removing one elderberry shrub.  Caltrans and FHWA
have initiated formal consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act as
amended (1973) with USFWS to address the potential effects and required conservation
measures.  The Section 7 consultation also considers the elderberry shrubs along the shoulder of
the highway.  USFWS will issue a Biological Opinion (BO) that describes required mitigation
for the elderberry shrub(s).  The BO will be attached to the final environmental document for this
project (Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact).

• The area containing several elderberry shrubs will be designated an Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA) on project plans with a 6.09 m (20 ft) setback or to the paved shoulder,
whichever is further.  This setback is required around each shrub to avoid the area.  The
contractor will be instructed to avoid this area.

• USFWS will provide additional mitigation measures with its BO which could include: 1)
transplanting the affected elderberry plant to a USFWS-approved compensation area and 2)
planting additional elderberry seedlings or cuttings and associated native species at a USFWS-
approved compensation area, or purchasing credits in a USFWS-approved mitigation bank.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

The project would not impact any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).

This project would result in impacts to three oak trees in the median just west of Bass Lake
Road.  The proposed soundwalls may impact 40 oak trees.  These oak trees are remnants of oak
woodlands.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 17 states that State agencies should make every effort to avoid
impacts to oak woodlands.  As final design of the project is completed, additional design
modifications may result in a reduction in the numbers of oak trees impacted by construction of
this project.  Because the impacts to oak trees are primarily associated with proposed soundwalls,
any associated landscaping would incorporate oak plantings to replace those impacted.

• Pursuant to DFG’s Oak Protection Guidelines, Caltrans will plant acorns or oak seedlings at
a replacement ratio of 5:1 for oak trees > 2 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) impacted
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and 1:1 for oak trees < 2 inches dbh. Per DFG guidelines, Caltrans will maintain the oak
plantings for a period of five years and Caltrans will complete a five-year Maintenance and
Monitoring Plan.  A minimum of 80 percent success rate (survival rate) at the end of the five-
year monitoring period is recommended.  Any trees planted as remedial action, for failure of
initial planting, will be monitored by Caltrans for five years in a similar fashion to the initial
planting.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

The project would impact approximately 0.01 ha (0.03 ac) of perennial wetland and 0.05 ha
(0.13 ac) of seasonal wetland where soundwalls would be constructed.  These areas are protected
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and will require a Section 404 permit prior to project
construction.  Caltrans will mitigate these wetland impacts at the Caltrans Beach Lake Mitigation
Bank, adjacent to Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge, if soundwalls are constructed.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

The project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  The widening would occur within
the median of an existing highway facility.  The median is highly disturbed and does not
represent wildlife habitat.  At Clarksville Road Undercrossing and Bass Lake Road
Undercrossing, where bridge widening would occur, there is evidence of Cliff Swallow nests.

• Cliff Swallow nests at Clarksville Road Undercrossing and Bass Lake Road Undercrossing
will need to be removed prior to construction.  The nests will be removed outside of the
nesting season, prior to March 1 and after September 15, and continually removed during the
nesting season to prevent nesting.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

The proposed project does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.  Because the project is within State
right of way, local ordinance jurisdiction is not applicable.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

An adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan does not exist within the project area.



U.S. 50 H.O.V. Lanes Project
Draft Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

52 December 2001

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
Sec. 15064.5?

The State Office of Historic Preservation concurred with FHWA’s finding that implementation
of the undertaking, as presently designed, would have no adverse effect on historic properties as
long as certain protective measures are imposed pursuant to 36 CFR Sec. 800.5(b) (Appendix B).

• At certain culturally sensitive areas adjacent to the project area, all construction and related
activities will take place within the highway median only.  No parking, staging, or
construction will occur outside the median area in this location.  These instructions will be
added to the Resident Engineer’s Pending File and included on the contractor’s plan and
profiles.

• If previously undetected subsurface materials (e.g., bones, artifacts including arrowheads,
bottles, etc.) are encountered during project construction, it is Caltrans policy (Environmental
Handbook, Volume 2, Chapter 7) that work temporarily cease in the area of the find and that
the contractor contact the Caltrans District Environmental Branch immediately.  A qualified
archaeologist will assess the significance of the finds and determine an appropriate course of
action in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer.

• If human remains are unearthed during construction, State Health and Safety Code Section
76050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the county Coroner has made the
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
5097.98.  The District 3 Environmental Planning Branch shall be notified immediately
(Environmental Handbook Section 1-2.2 and 7-8).

• Should project plans change to include any unsurveyed property, additional investigation will
be necessary.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Sec. 15064.5?

The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource, as long as the protective measures discussed in Section V(a) above are followed.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

There are no unique geologic features in the project area that would be affected by the project.  It
is not known whether paleontological resources or sites occur in the project area.
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d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

The likelihood of the project disturbing any human remains is minimal.  No remains were
encountered during survey procedures and all known cemeteries occur outside the established
right of way for U.S. 50.  The protective measures discussed in Checklist item V (a), above, will
be followed and will avoid or minimize any disturbance to previously undiscovered human
remains.  In addition:

• If human remains are unearthed during construction, State Health and Safety Code Section
76050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
5097.98.  The District 3 Environmental Planning Branch shall be notified immediately
(Environmental Handbook Section 1-2.2 and 7-8).

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

Based on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, the project area does not present
any hazards with regard to earthquake fault rupture. In addition, no known surface rupture
has been observed in recent years.  Hence, the project will have little to no exposure for
people or structures to potential adverse effects resulting from earthquake fault rupture.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
The Caltrans California Seismic Hazard Map, dated 1996, indicates that faults near the
project area -- the Prairie-Creek-Spenceville-Dentman Fault (PSD), Bear Mountain Fault
(BWM), Foresthill Fault (FHM) and Grass Valley Fault (GMT) -- could produce a maximum
credible earthquake (MCE) of magnitude 6.5 on the Richter Scale.  An MCE for a site is
defined as the maximum earthquake that appears possible based on presently known geologic
evidence.  A Richter magnitude of 6.5 can be destructive in areas up to about 62 miles across
where people live. The map indicates that the maximum credible earthquake in the project
area would result in peak ground-shaking intensities of less than 1 on the Richter Scale, a
magnitude that generally is not felt, but recorded.  The proposed improvements would not
increase existing potential geotechnical hazards.
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iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Soil within this project is mainly low plastic, silty clay soils (ML/CL soils) based on the
Unified Soil Classification System.  Depth to bedrock is about 3 m or less. The water table
was not observed in the soil during the preliminary geotechnical investigation.  Hence, it is
unlikely the soil would liquefy or ground failure would occur under the potential MCE
shaking.

iv) Landslides?
The project proposes to add lanes within the median of an existing roadway and may include
soundwalls. At the time of the preliminary geotechnical report, no active landslides were
identified within the project area.  It is unlikely that landslides would impact the project.

b)   Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The proposed project would require the removal of existing ground cover, soil, and rock within
the median and at proposed sound wall locations.  Caltrans would implement measures in
compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
requirements of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The NPDES permit
requirements and the Section 404 (Clean Water Act) permit requirements for this project would
provide adequate protection of water resources and associated habitats.  These measures may
include, but are not limited to, temporary erosion control fencing and permanent erosion control
measures such as seeding and mulching.  Fill slopes would be constructed at 1:2
(Vertical:Horizontal) or flatter.  Fill slopes would be constructed according to Sections 19-5 and
19-6 of Caltrans Standard Specifications.

c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Based on the Unified Soil Classification System, the soils within the project area are classified as
low plastic, silty clay soils (ML/CL Soils).  The depth to bedrock is 3 m (9 ft) or less.  Thus, the
geotechnical investigation has concluded that the project would not result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.  The project area is capable of
supporting the proposed improvements.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Based on the soil classification of low-plastic clay soils in the project area, the potential
expansion of the soil and rock is expected to be very low to none.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?
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This project proposes to add lanes within the median of an existing roadway.  There would be no
construction related to wastewater disposal systems or that would interfere with existing or
future wastewater disposal systems.

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

The proposed project does not involve routine use of hazardous materials.  However, hazardous
materials could be encountered on a short-term basis during construction of the project.

A hazardous waste evaluation consisting of an Initial Site Assessment (ISA) included a field
inspection and hazardous waste records searches.  The ISA concluded that no hazardous waste is
expected to be encountered within the project limits.  However, three fuel stations in the vicinity
are known to have ground and surface water contamination.  These areas would require further
evaluation during project development if any portion of the parcels were to be impacted,
acquired, or used for the project, including any temporary construction easements.  The Caltrans
ISA recommended avoiding any kind of work adjacent to the three parcels.

The California geologic map shows ultramafic rock, which may contain asbestos-bearing
serpentine rock, in the vicinity of the project.  However, Caltrans geologists conducted site visits
to these areas and from their observations, concluded that asbestos-bearing serpentine rock does
not occur in the site vicinity.

In addition to the Hazardous Waste Evaluation, and as part of the Clean Air Act and the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), an asbestos-containing materials
(ACM) investigation was conducted at each bridge location.  The laboratory analyses found
ACM in the following structures: the Latrobe Road Undercrossing, Clarksville Road
Undercrossing, Bass Lake Road Undercrossing and Cameron Park Undercrossing.  Removal and
proper disposal by a licensed and certified asbestos abatement contractor in conjunction with the
planned structure renovation work would be required.  No NESHAP notification permit to the
local Air Quality Management District would be required because the amounts of asbestos do not
exceed this permit’s threshold amount.

The potential for hazardous waste may exist in the form of Aerially Deposited Lead (ADL).  A
preliminary site investigation must be conducted prior to construction to identify if ADL is
present and at what levels.  If ADL is encountered, the contractor shall prepare and implement a
project-specific Lead Compliance Plan to prevent or minimize worker exposure to lead while
handling material containing aerially deposited lead.
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The yellow traffic stripe in the existing portion of the roadway may contain heavy metals such as
lead and chromium, which may exceed hazardous waste thresholds established by the California
Code of Regulations (CCR) and may produce toxic fumes when heated.  The contractor will be
required to comply with Caltrans special provisions for removal of the yellow traffic stripe
material and its disposal at a Class 1 disposal facility.

The final project design and construction will be in conformance with all conditions and
requirements set forth in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm
water permit adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley
Region.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

The proposed project would not involve any reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions
that would include or result in the release of hazardous materials into the environment.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Two schools, Blue Oak Elementary School and Camerado Springs Middle School, are located
within one-quarter mile of the proposed project.  See response to Checklist item VII(a),
regarding serpentine rock, asbestos-containing materials, heavy metals, and Aerially Deposited
Lead.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

Three fuel stations in the vicinity are known to have ground and surface water contamination.
These areas would require further evaluation during project development if any portion of the
parcels were to be impacted, acquired, or used for the project, including any temporary
construction easements.  The Caltrans ISA recommended avoiding any kind of work adjacent to
the three parcels.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

The proposed project is not located near a public airport or public use airport.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
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The proposed project is within two miles of a private airstrip located in Cameron Park.
However, the nature of the proposed project (widening of an existing roadway within the
median) would not create a safety hazard in relation to the private airstrip.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

The proposed project would not impair or interfere with the implementation of any emergency
plan.  The project would benefit implementation of emergency plans by improving the roadway
capacity.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

Wildland designated by the County as High Fire Hazard is located adjacent to a portion of the
project area.  However, construction of the proposed project would not create a risk to people or
structures.  The existing corridor provides a firebreak and a means of facilitating movement
through the area.

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

The proposed project would not violate or be inconsistent with federal, state, or local water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements.  The proposed project will comply with
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the Storm Water Pollution Protection Plan
(SWPPP) that would be prepared for this project pursuant to Caltrans National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)?

The proposed project, which would pave the median area between the northbound and
southbound lanes, would not interfere with groundwater recharge because of the minimal area of
new paving.

The proposed project is not expected to adversely affect the quality or quantity of surface water,
groundwater, or public water supply.  The proposed project would not require the use of water
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that would deplete groundwater supplies.  Standard erosion control practices (i.e., hydro-seeding,
applying and incorporating straw, plantings, etc.), in accordance with Caltrans Standard
Specifications, Section 20-3, “Erosion Control” will be followed.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

The proposed project would not substantially modify the channel of any stream or river. All
exposed slopes would require standard erosion control measures to prevent erosion and siltation.
See also answers to Checklist items VIII(a) and VIII(b).

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?

The proposed project would not alter the channel of any stream or river.  While preliminary
drainage studies have been performed, Caltrans will conduct more detailed hydraulic studies at
the design stage to determine if additional drainage improvements are necessary to prevent
flooding on- or off-site.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

See response to Checklist items VIII(a) and (d).

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

The project has the potential to impact water quality during construction.  Best Management
Practices and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program will be included in the project plans
and specifications.  To reduce the potential to adversely affect water quality, the project will
implement all practicable mitigation measures, such as:

• Keep disturbed areas as small as possible
• Stabilize and protect disturbed areas from raindrop and runoff energies as soon as

practicable
• Keep runoff quantities and velocities low
• Protect disturbed area from runoff from adjacent areas
• Retain sediment within the construction site
• Reduce exposure time of disturbed areas

The proposed project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality.   See responses to
Checklist items VIII(a) through (d).
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g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

The proposed project does not have a housing component.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?

A Floodplain Evaluation, including information obtained from District Flooding Records and
from Flood Insurance Rate Maps for Sacramento County, confirmed that the project would not
encroach into the 500-year flood plain.  There is no history of flooding within the limits of the
project.  The project alternatives would have no impact upon the base flood elevation; thus, there
is little likelihood of surface water overtopping the highway or causing damage to existing
property.

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

No.  See response to Checklist item VIII.h.

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

The project is not located in an area where seiche, tsunami, or mudflow would occur.

IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING

b) Physically divide an established community?

The proposed widening within the median of an existing roadway would not physically divide an
established community.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect?

The proposed project does not conflict with any plan, policy, etc. adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  In fact, the proposed project is listed in the
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Plan (MTIP) (SACOG 1999).  Inclusion of a project
or program in an approved MTIP signals its conformance with regional and federal air quality
standards and thus its eligibility for federal funding and other resources.
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c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan?

No.  See response to Checklist item IV(f) above.

X.  MINERAL RESOURCES

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

The proposed widening within the median of the existing roadway would not result in the loss of
availability of any known mineral resources. Further, the Division of Mines and Geology
Mineral Land Classification Map (1983) for the area indicates the existence of no significant
mineral resources along U.S. 50 within the project area.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No.  See response to Checklist item X(a).

XI. NOISE.  Would the project:

a) Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Long-Term Noise Impacts
A noise study was performed in accordance with Caltrans Traffic Noise Protocol, which
incorporates state and federal regulations governing noise levels produced by traffic.  The study
concluded that there is potential for traffic noise impacts to occur at the developed area just west
of Cameron Park Drive (Appendix A, positions 9-13).

Table 14  summarizes the traffic-noise modeling results for future 2025 (design-year) conditions
under both build alternatives.  Traffic volumes under the HOV Lanes alternative are projected to
be slightly less than under the Mixed-Use alternative because of greater carpooling.  The
difference in predicted noise levels under each alternative is 1 dB or less.

Predicted increases in traffic noise under design-year conditions relative to existing conditions
are less than 2 dB.  These increases are attributed to predicted increases in traffic volumes and
are not considered substantial because they are less than 12 dB.  Table 14 indicates that predicted
traffic noise levels approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) of 67 dBA-Leq(h)
for activity category B land uses (Table 9), which include:
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• Residences in the subdivision near receiver 9,
• Residences in the subdivision located between Garden Circle and U.S. 50 (receivers 10,11,

G, and H),
• Residences in the subdivision located between Country Club Drive and U.S. 50 just west of

Cameron Park Drive (receivers A–E and 13), and
• Isolated residences on large lots in the project area.

Because traffic-noise impacts are predicted to occur at activity category B land uses, noise
abatement must be considered.

Where traffic noise impacts are identified, noise abatement must be considered for
reasonableness and feasibility as required by 23 CFR Section 772 and the Caltrans Traffic Noise
Protocol.  According to the Protocol, to satisfy feasibility requirements, noise at affected
receivers must be reduced by a minimum of 5 dB for the proposed abatement to be considered
feasible from an acoustical perspective.  Other factors that can also restrict feasibility include
topography; access requirements for driveways, ramps, etc.; presence of local cross streets; other
noise sources in the area; and safety considerations.

The overall reasonableness of noise abatement is determined by considering a number of factors.
These include cost; absolute noise levels; change in noise levels; noise-abatement benefits; date
of development along the highway; environmental impacts of abatement construction; opinions
of affected residents; input from the public and local agencies; and social, legal, and
technological factors.

Noise abatement in the form of soundwalls was not considered reasonable at isolated residences
on large lots adjacent to the highway because the maximum reasonableness allowance for a
single residence ($30,000 to $35,000) would be insufficient for an acoustically feasible
soundwall.  However, two potential soundwall locations, identified as SW-1 and SW-2 in
Appendix A, have been evaluated at residential subdivision locations on the north side of U.S. 50
in the project area.  To assess a reasonable range of soundwall heights, soundwalls with heights
of 3.1, 3.7, 4.3, and 4.9 m (10, 12, 14, and 16 ft) were evaluated.  Table 15 summarizes the
results of the analysis for each soundwall.
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Table 14.  Summary of Traffic Noise Modeling Results

Predicteda

Worst-Noise-Hour
Noise Level
(dB-Leq[h])

Noise Increase
(dB) Impact Typeb

Receiver Location
Type of

Development

Activity
Category
Noise
Abatement
Criterion
(dB-Leq[h])

Existing
Worst-Noise-
Hour
Noise Level
(dB-Leq[h])

Mixed
Flow HOV

Mixed
Flow HOV

Mixed
Flow HOV

8 residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 62 63 63 1 1 none none
9 residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 68 70 69 2 1 A/E A/E
10 residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 68 70 69 2 1 A/E A/E
11 residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 66 67 67 1 1 A/E A/E
12 residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 61 63 63 2 2 none none
13 residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 69 71 71 2 2 A/E A/E
A residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 65 67 66 2 1 A/E A/E
B residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 69 71 70 2 1 A/E A/E
C residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 69 71 70 2 1 A/E A/E
D residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 69 71 71 2 2 A/E A/E
E residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 69 71 70 2 1 A/E A/E
F public land fire station C (72 dB) 63 64 64 1 1 none none
G residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 63 64 64 1 1 none none
H residential subdivision residence B (67 dB) 69 71 71 2 2 A/E A/E

a Predicted for design year 2025

b None = no impacts identified
A/E = noise abatement standard threshold approached or exceeded
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Table 15.  Summary of Soundwall Feasibility and Reasonableness Allowances

Soundwall Station

Height
(meters
[feet])

Provides 5 dB
of Noise
Reduction?

Number of
Benefited
Residences

Reasonable
Allowance per
Residence

Total
Reasonable
Allowance

SW-1a Sta. 91+00
to 96+48

3.1 (10) Yes 12 $31,000 $372,000

3.7 (12) Yes 12 $35,000 $420,000
4.3 (14) Yes 12 $35,000 $420,000
4.9 (16) Yes 12 $35,000 $420,000

SW-2b Sta. 98+34
to 104+14

3.1 (10) Yes 16 $31,000 $469,000

3.7 (12) Yes 16 $33,000 $528,000
4.3 (14) Yes 16 $33,000 $528,000
4.9 (16) Yes 16 $33,000 $528,000

a Located at edge of shoulder, north side of U.S. 50.
b Located along right-of-way line, connects to existing soundwall at sta. 98+34, north side of U.S. 50.

Each soundwall evaluated has been assessed for feasibility based on noise reduction.  For each
soundwall found to be feasible under these criteria, reasonable cost allowances were then
evaluated.  The lengths and heights of the soundwalls under consideration are preliminary and
subject to change.

Based on the studies so far accomplished, Caltrans proposes to incorporate noise abatement
measures in the form of two barriers: Soundwall #1 would be located at approximately PM 5.45
to PM 5.79 and Soundwall #2 would be located at approximately PM 5.86 and PM 6.23.
Soundwalls #1 and #2 would have respective lengths of approximately 548 m (0.34 mi) and 580
m (0.36 mi).  Heights would range from 3.1 m to 4.9 m (10 ft to 16 ft).  Calculations based on
preliminary design data indicate that the barriers would reduce noise levels by 5 dBA for 12
residences at Soundwall #1 at a cost of $31,000-$35,000 per residence, and 16 residences at
Soundwall #2 at a cost of $31,000-$33,000 per residence.

If pertinent parameters change substantially during the final project design, the preliminary noise
mitigation design may be changed or eliminated from the final project design.  A final decision
of the construction of the noise mitigation will be made upon completion of the project design
and the public involvement process.  Affected residences will be kept informed of the design and
construction of soundwalls.
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Short-Term Noise Impacts

The project would result in temporary noise from construction activities.  Caltrans may require
that construction work be conducted during nighttime hours to avoid commuter traffic delays.
Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 7-I.01I, Sound Control Requirements, require that noise
levels generated during construction shall comply with applicable local, state, and federal
regulations, and that all equipment shall be fitted with adequate mufflers according to the
manufacturers’ specifications.

Construction equipment operations can vary from intermittent to fairly continuous, with multiple
pieces of equipment operating concurrently.  Typical construction equipment generates noise
levels ranging from 70 to 90 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of 50 feet; however,
multiple pieces of construction equipment operating concurrently can generate peak
construction-period noise levels as high as 94 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the construction
site.

During construction, it is possible that noise levels may occasionally exceed 60 dBA at locations
within about one-half mile of the site.  Construction activities will be temporary; however,
nighttime operations or use of unusually noisy equipment could result in annoyance or sleep
disruption for nearby residents.

With the implementation of Caltrans Standard Specifications as discussed above, impacts due to
construction-related noise would be less than significant.

b) Expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Construction of the proposed project may require blasting if non-rippable rock is encountered in
the Bass Lake truck climbing area.  The specific type of blasting, if necessary for this project, has
not been determined.  The noise level from blasting activities is affected by many variables,
including the size of the explosive charge, the number of charges, the shot timing between
charges, the depth below the ground of the charges, and the time of day or night when the blast
occurs.  El Dorado County does not have noise-level criteria for evaluating noise impacts
associated with blasting activities; however, blasting activities may disturb nearby residents.  To
reduce impacts related to blasting, blasting will be performed in accordance with Caltrans
Standard Specifications (including Sections 7-1.10 and 19-2.03).  The specifications and special
provisions developed for blasting will address safety issues and avoidance of damage to existing
pavement, utilities, subdrains, structures, and other natural and human-made features. With the
implementation of Caltrans Standard Specifications and special provisions, short-term impacts
due to construction-related noise would be less than significant.

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

See response to Checklist item XI(a), above.
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d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

See response to Checklist item XI(a), above.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The proposed project does not expose people to excessive noise levels.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

See response to Checklist item XI(e).

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

The Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impact Analysis prepared for this project concluded that
the proposed project to add lanes within the existing median would not induce population growth
directly.  Despite the planned development of the study area, an argument could be made that the
proposed project would remove a barrier to build-out of approved developments along the
corridor.  Such a scenario is speculative, and further, build-out of residential and commercial
zoned areas adjacent to the project is controlled by county and city general plans and policies.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed project, which would be constructed only in the median, would not displace any
housing.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

The proposed project, which would be constructed only in the median, would not displace any
individuals.
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection? Police protection? Schools? Parks? Other public facilities?

The proposed project could be beneficial for public services by providing additional capacity to
the roadway and, thus, improved response time for fire protection, law enforcement, emergency
and other public services.  The No Build Project Alternative would be expected to have negative
impacts on public services, including emergency services response times as the Level of Service
for this alternative continues to worsen to LOS F by year 2007.  The proposed project would not
result in the need for additional public facilities, including schools or parks.

During construction of the project, traffic delays could have a short-term impact on emergency
response times.  Pre-construction contacts would be conducted with the fire department, law
enforcement, and ambulance services.  The concerned agencies would be notified of the
construction schedule and informed of any planned or potential detours or temporary ramp
closures, if needed during construction. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be
implemented to minimize impacts to roadway users during construction of the project.  One lane
in direction of traffic will remain open to public traffic at all times.  Two lanes in direction of
travel will remain open weekdays from 6:00 am to 8:00 pm.  Shoulder closures that do not
interfere with public traffic will be allowed during the day, but construction may be restricted
during peak commute hours.  Temporary safety railing will be placed along the edge of the
traveled way to separate construction activities and the traveling public.  Caltrans will discuss
construction-traffic management with members of the public during the public workshop for this
project.

Construction of the proposed project may require blasting of non-rippable rock in the Bass Lake
truck climbing area.  All lanes would be closed during blasts and allowed to proceed between
blasts.  Generally, 10-15 minutes delays could be expected during blasting.  Caltrans will
develop a contingency detour plan for the project so that if blasting operations required a more
lengthy road closure, traffic would be rerouted temporarily onto local roads.

The project could have temporary impacts to utilities only during the construction phase of the
project.  Utility conflicts are possible since soundwall footings are below grade.  Procedures
outlined in Caltrans’ “Manual on High and Low Risk Underground Facilities Within Highway
Rights of Way” will be followed.  Any utility relocations will be performed in conformance with
these procedures.  Project engineers will coordinate with utility companies to minimize any
interruption of service; the County or utility companies will notify affected properties in advance
of any service disruption.
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XIV. RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

The construction of additional lanes to relieve existing congestion on the U.S. 50 corridor would
not increase the use of recreational facilities in the area.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

The proposed project does not have a recreational facility component.

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

The project would not lead to a substantial increase in traffic, since it is intended to manage
existing traffic demand as well as future traffic demand caused by planned and approved
development in the County.  Congestion would be reduced with the project.  The number of trips
would be less with the project since HOV-lane use would be encouraged.

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

Improved level of service, one of the project goals, would be achieved with the project. The
Traffic Operations Study Report showed HOV lanes operating at free-flow speeds for all future
years (2002, 2015 and 2025).  In contrast, the Mixed Flow Lanes Alternative has congestion for
all future years, although the congestion in 2002 is minor (refer to discussion in Section 2.2.5
Comparison of Alternatives for more information).

The Add HOV Lanes alternative would increase the efficiency of the freeway by moving more
passengers per vehicle, which can reduce congestion along the corridor.  Additionally, HOV
lanes encourage the use of transit systems and provide a reliable transit alternative to commuting
alone.

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No air traffic would be affected by the project.
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d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

No.  The HOV lanes would be designed according to standard Caltrans guidelines.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

There should be no effect to emergency access during off-peak times.  With the reduction of
congestion, emergency access should improve during peak periods.

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

The proposed project would not impact existing parking.  It is expected to increase use of
existing park-and-ride lots by carpoolers and bus passengers, a goal of the El Dorado County
Transportation Commission (Park-and-Ride Facilities Master Plan 1999).

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

The proposed project is consistent with the goals of El Dorado County to increase bus ridership
and carpooling (Park-and-Ride Facilities Master Plan 1999; Regional Transportation Plan,
reaffirmed 1996).

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

The proposed project would not have a wastewater treatment component.

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

The proposed project would not result in the construction or expansion of water or wastewater
treatment facilities.  See response to Checklist item XII(a) above.

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

No.  Design stage hydraulic studies would determine if additional drainage improvements are
necessary.  Such drainage improvements would be constructed according to Caltrans Standard
Specifications and its NPDES permit.
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

The proposed project would not require the use of any water, except during construction when a
minor amount of water would be used to minimize dust impacts.

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?

See response to Checklist item XVI(a).

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

The project would not generate solid waste; project construction would not result in any excess
waste that would require use of a solid waste disposal facility, except for asbestos-containing
materials at bridge locations, possible heavy metals in the yellow traffic stripe, and aerially
deposited lead in earthwork material. Removal and proper disposal by a licensed and certified
asbestos abatement contractor in conjunction with the planned structure renovation work (at
overcrossings) would be required.  See response to Checklist item VII(a).

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

See response to Checklist items XII(a) and XVI(f).

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE –

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

No.  The proposed project would not degrade the quality of the environment.  Overall, the
project is expected to improve air quality locally and to have an incremental effect in improving
regional air quality.  Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project design to
minimize impacts.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?
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No.  The “Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts Analysis” prepared for this project
concluded that the incremental effects of the proposed project would not be considered
cumulatively considerable. The land adjacent to the project area is zoned for residential and
commercial use.  Despite the planned development of the study area, an argument could be made
that the proposed project would remove a barrier to build-out of approved developments along
the corridor.  Planned development in the project area can proceed, even if the proposed HOV
Lanes or Mixed-Use Lanes alternative is not implemented, since final map approval is a
ministerial action if the conditions of the tentative map are met.  Thus, the proposed project
would not foster the vast majority of economic or population growth in the project area.  Further,
build-out of residential and commercial zoned areas adjacent to the project would be consistent
with County goals.

Due to enactment of Measure Y, implementation of the proposed project could remove an
obstacle to some planned development.  Measure Y added a new policy to the El Dorado County
General Plan stating that traffic from residential development projects of five or more parcels of
land must not result in LOS F or worse traffic congestion during weekday, peak-hour periods on
any highway, road, interchange or intersection in the unincorporated areas of the county.
Because the proposed project would lessen congestion on U.S. 50, some planned developments
in the project area would be in compliance as long as they also incorporated additional mitigation
measures to mitigate traffic impacts on local arterials.

The County of El Dorado has implemented traffic impact fees to mitigate the cumulative impacts
of development adjacent to the highway on U.S. 50; the intent of this fee is to help fund projects
such as this one.

The HOV lanes alternative would increase the efficiency of the freeway by moving more
passengers per vehicle, which can reduce congestion along the corridor and reduce vehicle
pollutant emissions.

The project’s incremental contribution to 2015/2025 cumulative noise levels is less than
significant under CEQA; the difference in noise levels in 2015 with and without project
conditions, and in 2025 with and without project conditions, would be imperceptible.  However,
the overall cumulative 2015/2025 noise impacts are predicted to approach or exceed FHWA
noise abatement criteria, but 2015 and 2025 noise impacts are mitigated to below FHWA
standards.

The proposed project could contribute to short-term cumulative air quality impacts during its
construction.  Foreseeable future development and transportation improvement projects in the
project vicinity, if constructed concurrently, would result in an increase in exhaust, dust, and
other miscellaneous short-term emissions associated with construction activity.  However, this
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative short-term emissions would be minimal since
the contractor would be required to comply with Caltrans Standard Specifications noted herein.
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The proposed project would have no impact or a less-than-significant impact on biological, water
quality, cultural, or visual resources with the implementation of best management practices and
mitigation measures included herein.  Therefore, there is little to no cumulative contribution by
the project to these topical areas.

c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

No.  The responses to the previous checklist questions provide sufficient evidence that the
proposed project would not cause adverse effects to human beings.
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7.0 DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation, the appropriate environmental document for the proposed
project is a Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact.

Cher Daniels, Chief Date
Caltrans North Region
Office of Environmental Management (S-1)

___________________________________________ _______________________
Keith Rhodes, Chief Date
Caltrans North Region
Project Manager
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